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Gentlemen':fdgﬁfhiffifég-wfi

_ We were 1nformed that,_on June ll the CommlsSLOn voted
. mto permlt the Indian Point-plants to contlnue to: operate an
.. an”interim basis- pendlng ‘the. completlon of adjudlcatory

hearings..: By 2=-2 vote,«the Commxssron ‘also: rejected UCS! s ‘

request to: ‘be. heard: prior to. this: decision.: I ‘am: wrltlng to

‘urge. your recon31deratlon of the dec151on to authorlze
'~_1nter1m operatlon.ﬁﬁ_,“ ~ o s

SECY—8O 283, the Report of the Task Force on: Interlm v
'Operatlon of Indian Point, was. produced in- response to the. -
- Commission's ‘order of May 30,°.1980. - The' issues.which it .

. addresses are, to say: the' least,. complex, and the results

~ subject: to: substantlal technical debate.. UCS has not been

' ‘given an opportunity to respond Moreover, if the Reactor. .

" ‘Safety" Study '~—- the starting. p01nt ‘and’ fundamental ba31s of

- most of the: Task Forcge: conclusions: —-rwas_“lnscrutable,

. this-report is- largely opague. It offers. conclus1ons and
briefly discusses: methodology,. but. pxr ovides: none of the-
underlylng data or. documentatlon of its- analyses by which & .

- one. could: test: 1ts conclusrons.x Under these- c1rcumstances,‘.

...it is hard to see- how the Commission could have judged the

valldlty of ‘the Task Force conclu51ons°

: Beyond the general opac1ty of the report there dre.

. -both general and specific criticisms: whlch ucs would like to-
- draw. to your: attention. . First, to. the extent -that the Task
. Force relies.on’ WASH=-1400, it suffers ‘from: the ‘same basic,

essentlally 1rremed1able problems.j For. example, despite the

- staff's assertion that it has: incorporated the. lessons” .. ¢
m_learned from the. Lewis: Group report, ‘it -has not. corrected

. the. fundamental- flaw: which' contributed in greatest measure
to the Lewis: findings of enormous- error bands in: the. prob-'

“ability analysis. ~ That:is, it has.not done the klnd of
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 ‘common'modeifailu:efsequencesy ~This is apparent from page

'~‘thé“Task;For¢ev

24=ofltheﬁreportgr,Commonfmode*failuresjnot‘inVOlving'anY'of,
thefWASHfl400¢"dominantﬂriskﬁ“scenarios;wculdgbeaovérlooked,
'It;shOuldﬁbe,notedfthatAthé'LeWis-GroupﬁCoﬁcludedﬁthat:.n?-'

';fai;ure;tOHcomprehehsiver identify‘cdmmOn!modegeventS»added; 7i
_anfuncertainty;to~WASH-1400Pssconclusionsagf.up;to:a-factor“7ﬂ-'

- reducing that uncertainty.

'rofﬁoneﬁmilliOn‘;'ThééTaskaofce-has donevveryflittle~towards]‘*

-Another major-criticism of WASH-1400 which applies to
the importance:of human: factors. ‘This looms partic¢ularly -
large-sinCemmany;of~therinterim-"improvementsﬂlbrdered:atv%,,
'.IndianiPOinﬁ;arefrelatedﬁtoghﬁmén*fagto;s;fnlt]iswsometimeSf:1
stated that even if the WASH-1400 methodology; or variations
:on.itj~do*nctzprodﬁCe>reliablejabSbldEezprobability;figures,f

eport was the study's inability to estimate

f they;arejuseful%fo:ﬁcomparingjthe‘relétiVe{safety;qf‘variduS¢HQ '
.désignsﬁandﬁthusyjcquld”showpwhether{IndiangPoint is' more ox

* less safe than other reactors. In fact, it is, clear that. . = .
planteto%PlantmCQmparisohs?are}nOt.reliable%uniéss;allv

o dominant' failure modes have been'identified. - Thus, the "

*Tinadequafeatreatment%ofq¢ommon“modeffailuresimakes3Such1:-
_ 'Comparisbns{of"littleaValueﬁand misleading. for decision— -
- making. . U P R
. Indeed, even the Task Force concedes. the: enormous -
UncértaintyﬁinherEnt~in~its'aSsessmenttof*thefrelative o
safety of. the Indian Point designm. It admits that the. -
"analysisgﬁrélies,héavilyﬁonjtheﬁjudgmentjOfwthe~reviewer"v
both with- respect to the accident. sequences considered . and

thefparts;OffthecplantSkinVOlvédi,I(p, 26) . Since no further -

information%isfpfovidedibeyond%a,llst*of*thegséquehces,;iti-

- isiobvibule{notfpoSsiblyqtofassess~theamannergih whiqh*thafgpflf
“judgment was-exercised. - There is simply no rational: basis

upanWhiChftoﬁcredit;either;thembaSe—linéveStimateJof-the

risk of a-severe accident at Indian Point nor-the remarkable .

-assertion that "[tlhe overall effect of the Indian Point

‘improvements is estimated 'to be a three-fold reduction in
the probability of severe core damage . . ." {p. 26) . The
TaskcForCehimplicitlyjconcedes;as'much; - _ N

. The changes committed to are clearly beneficial =

'f*inpreducing“riSk?butgiﬁ*is questionable whether . .
‘the factor of improvement, thrée, is statistic—. -

ally significant.. ;The.probabilities;ofJSeVereu_
.~ core-damage ~listed in table 7 _are subject to at .
_least-anfactorsof:SyunCertainty~inreither.direcr,:
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; tidn:dﬁe toﬁuﬁééitaihties”in‘théﬁdata}upoﬁiwhiéhf
- all this”analysis-isgbased,‘STaSR.Force-Repdrt
~ P.- 26.. (Emphasis-added) U

i IﬁnShdﬁldfalsoﬁbevemnhaéiiéd5thatﬁmény 0f~£he“”improﬁeménts"'““"'

,;havegnpt;yetﬁbeen%achmpliShed;n.It.is,thereforetndtylegitif' :
- mate tchreditfthem*infevaluating~thelSafety-ofﬂIndian PQintw“
' :’Other'statementSIattéthgreatef uhcértaih£y-toithewfy:

_ PCCDF{S?';4Lfigures*7vthrough*lO~whiChvpurpqrt~to;compare_'
the risks: for’different designs: -~ =~ .. . T

| WASH-1400 assigned an uncertainty of plus or
. minus’a: factor .of fivéptoganaleiSkSuch:as;this;_u

- . The Lewis:Committee questioned that small an un—- ..

'fcertainty;[,we-believe,itgisgprudentjtb;considerg* *”
- thatgtheSe“curyesehave>an#uncértaint?vplus?o;jff,' -
!minps;gofﬁabOutﬁa'faCtOr,offlOﬂat;thé?higher:pro%ﬁ?

. babilities and perhapsiasfmuchxastavfactor‘bf'lpoyj{‘””

'iat{thé,10werfpr0babi1ities;;/b Id. at 32

' The:crux-of the.matter is that the state-of-the~-art of.
probabilistic risk assessment is not sufficientlijell—,§x '
adevelOpeduin;thisfcontext,toﬁyieldﬁmeaningful;results'fcr f
ﬂcomparing:the-safety;dfuthelIndian Point desigﬁato;otherﬁilj;
'fplants;y~Theﬂstaff‘conéedéSfthat'thé~"de5ign"fhalf;Qf.thef?”_
-equation of design vs. site'has,fargle585reliability~thana;vf”
the "site" half. -(p. 35) .In fact, we believe: that the -
- truth isAStrongeru.QWhilejit»is_pOssible'to.evaluate for . -
" comparison purposes’ most-.risks. associated with siting since- .
‘population -and‘ demography are objectively quantifiable, -
it is simply not possible to make a-technically-supportable - .
comparisdn;bf3the&designfrelated'risks“of‘variéusfreaCtb:sf_V'
: and7certainlygndtfwithin*the;festhorﬁ'Weeks.available&to~'
- the Task Force. - B L R

_ ThiSﬁis,absolutelY}crﬁéial’td ju&ging the‘Task}Force  _
- report, since its untimate.conclusion is that the worse-than— .-

- average- site-related: risks at:Indian Point can be Balanced . -~ - -

R -UCS'bélié?ésfthis2understates*theVuhcertainty;Hv?
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.agalnst the: purportedly better—than—average deSLgn 2/ It is“

. notlegitimate: to balance’ known site deficiencies against what -

are at best uncertain design.-"advantages.” UCS believes~ that,

-properly lnterpreted, ‘the:Task Force: Report supports the.

-~prop051tlon that the Indlan Pornt 51te is: unacceptable._

It is approprlate at thls p01nt to look in more detall

-at - the- analysrs of: the Indlan Point. 51te._ The ‘Task Force:

choose six sites for comparison purposes._ Four of these --—
Indian. Do:Lnt, Zion, 'Limerick and Fermi, are among . the: very
worst from.one standpoint: of: populatlon densrty.‘ The justi-
fication for skew1ng the comparison in: ‘this way- is not

-~ apparent.. . Subtle underempha51s o6f" the extent to which. the,;"

Indian Point site is worse than.the average:- also ‘results

from: use of phrases’ like’ "order of magnitude more-risky.™ -

{p. 38)" An examination: of Tables 1. through 3 reveal the
following: in.the 1-10 mile. radius, 7 plants:have: more: than:
100,000 people, only one plant- (Indian. Point) has.over . - - -
200, 000" but- 71 .of" the" 1ll listed have: under 35,000. “Thus, .
there- is a- sharp dropoff. in . population? den51ty and’ the great
majority of sites have far less: people than-a relatlvely

" small group of whlch Indlan P01nt lS the. worst.

The same- pattern is: even more dramatlcally revealed as-

. "the land area:in question is expanded. In. the 30 mile radius

(Table 2), 2 sites‘have close to.4 million persons. (Indian
Point and leerlck), 2. more plants have over 2 million but.

d:-99 of 111 have 'under 1l million’. and 76 under 500,000, Flnally,.

in the 50 mile. radlus, Indlan Point has 17 mllllon.f The

next closast” are zZion: and leerlck at: about 7 mllllon.~

'*Elghfy—tﬁree (83TWsrtes are under- 2 n11110n and: 58 under 1.

_;mlllllon, the mean is-about 1 million.  Indian Point has. 17
‘tlmes more people w1th1n 50 nlles than the nean: 51te._.-

”'_In.thrs;connectlon, the Task Force states that the rlsh g

,of{latent]cancer:isﬂnot s;gnlflcantly affected by population:

'-g/dA‘UCS strongly dlsputes the conclu51on that the Indlan Pornt

reactor design is safer -than, average. We note that our
detailed comments on these Sub]eCtS ‘were only. briefly ad-
-~ verted-to by the Task, Force (p 45-50) but never responded..
~to,. desplte ‘the Commission's exp11c1t dlrectlon to the Task.

: Force in® item-#4-of ‘the hay 30 order to: "include -considera—. -

tion" of’ the* "technlcal design comments. received in response.
to the Comm1351on s Februa ry. 23 solrcrtatlon of comments. . .
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flgures because the zone of 1nterest is 200 mlles and all
plants would ‘impact- large. cities at that dlstance.. In our
view: this. is- mlsleadlng., ‘The risk of latent cancer is.
certainly affected by the distribution of persons: w1th1n the:.
200 mile radius.. +Thus, a site with 17 million- people at-50
" miles from the: plant ‘would present a - greater: rlsx than a -
' 51te w1th l7 mllllon people at 200 miles. - :

Flnally, use: of’ the log scale for the flgures obscures

I the great differences between the sites, even assuming. that
e the rest of the. analYSlS were. accepted. -For example, Flgure
. 1 shows. that the: probablllty of/early fatality at Diablo =

: Canyon is the same ‘as~the: probability of 8,000 early fatalltles ;*f’

‘at. Indian Point. ' The: probablllty of 1. early fatality at o
Pallsades, chosen ‘as: the: "average" plant, is the same" as the,,w_
probability of 2, 000" fatalltles ‘at’ Indian. P01nt., These are ..

- enormous’ dlfferences ‘which are obfuscated or. ellded by the‘V-"
use of the phrase "one order of magnltude.",sfvw S

: Lastly,we would offer a brlef comment on: the questlon
- of the "need" for these: plants... The information presented’ |
to-you by: 'DOE -is.-that, without: either Indlan Point: plant,g?.
-the: New York Power Pool would. ‘retain a 38% réserve margln'
 for: summer 1980 and“a. 49%: reserve margin for winter 1980-81. =
These- telllng flgures are” then qualified by dlSCUSSlOD of -
the special transmission: problems ‘which-bear on. system
- reliability. . However,; FPC recommended: reserve margins.are.
- determined according to a: ‘complex systemspec1f1c formula
which specifically takes into account’ the: probablllty of: .
-transmission .and. capac1ty failures. - Curlously, DOE: does not
. state what  the FPC. recommended reserve -margin is for the New"
York Power Pool, ‘but we would be: exceedlngly surprlsed 1f 1t~
. even. approached 38. ox. 49 :

_ Space, tlme and the conclusory natare of the report pre—
. vent us from. offering. a more detailed. critique now. .UCS.
" believes that thé .real leson to. bhe- drawn from the Task Force-
.~ Report is that  the Indian Point site is"intolerable and-that
it poses a risk.:far greater than: the average site. We also
endorse the comments' of NYPIRG submitted to- you by telegram
on. July ‘15. « In. partlcular, ‘it is almost -unbelievable.that:
_the decision to: allow- Indian - Point to continue to operate"- :
" should be taken w1thott_con51deraclon of the FEMA: review of .
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o the,stétus*of5emér§éncy;planninnghiéh hés{beeh;COmpléted
- but embargoed by the: administration.. - We .urge .you to recon-
. sider. . . L v T - _

.. Very truly yours,

VL

o EE . Ellf& R.
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